6560- 50- P
ENVI RONVENTAL PROTECTI ON AGENCY
40 CFR Part 81
[ FRL- 6344- 4]
I dentification of Additional Ozone Areas Attaining the
1- Hour Standard and to Which the 1-Hour Standard is No
Longer Applicable

AGENCY: Environnental Protection Agency (EPA).
ACTION: Final rule.
SUMMARY: On Decenber 17, 1998, the EPA published a proposal
to identify ten additional ozone areas where the 1-hour
standard is no | onger applicable. The 30-day comrent period
ended on January 19, 1999. A total of six comment letters
were received in response to the proposal. This final rule
summari zes the coments, includes responses, and finalizes
the determnation that the 1-hour standard no | onger applies
for ten additional areas identified in this final rule.
Furthernore, today’ s final rule stops any sanctions or
Federal inplenmentation plan (FIP) clocks that may have been
started in these ten areas and that related to the planning
requi renents of section 182. Wth finalization of this

rule, the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) is anmended to

reflect such changes. On July 18, 1997, EPA provi ded by



rule that the 1-hour ozone standard would no | onger apply to
an area based on an EPA determ nation that the area has
attai ned that standard. Since the 1-hour standard no | onger
applies to these areas, designations for that standard al so
no | onger apply. The 1-hour standard and designations for
that standard will continue to apply to areas for which EPA
has not made a determ nation through rul emaki ng. The EPA
has pronul gated final rules regarding the applicability of
the 1-hour standard for other areas on June 5, 1998 and July
22, 1998. The ten additional areas identified in today’s
final rule where EPA has determ ned the 1-hour standard no

| onger applies, based on the nost recent air quality data
avai | abl e from 1996-1998, are: Boston-Law ence-Wrcester

(E. MA), Massachusetts-New Hanpshire; Menphis, Tennessee;
Muskegon, M chigan; Portl and, Mai ne; Portsnout h-Dover -
Rochest er, New Hanpshire; Providence (Al RI), Rhode Island,
Al | egan County, M chigan; Oceana County, M chigan; Mason
County, M chigan; Door County, W sconsin.

EFFECTIVE DATE: This action will be effective [iInsert date
of publication].

ADDRESSES: Copies of the public coments and EPA' s

responses are available for inspection at the foll ow ng

address: Air and Radi ati on Docket and Informati on Center



(6101), Attention: Docket No. A-98-48, U.S. Environnental
Protection Agency, 401 M Street SW Room M 1500, Washi ngt on,
DC 20460, tel ephone (202) 260-7548, between 8:00 a.m and
5:30 p.m, Monday through Friday, excluding |egal holidays.
A reasonabl e fee nmay be charged for copying.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Questions concerning this
final rule should be addressed to Annie N kbakht (policy) or
Barry Glbert (air quality data), Ofice of Alr Quality

Pl anni ng and Standards, Air Quality Strategies and Standards
Di vi sion, Ozone Policy and Strategies Goup, M> 15, Research
Triangl e Park, NC 27711, tel ephone (919) 541-5246/5238. In
addition, the follow ng Regional contacts may be called for

i ndi vidual information regarding nonitoring data and policy
matters specific for each Regional Ofice s geographic area:
Region | - R chard P. Burkhart, (617) 918-1664

Region IV - Kay Prince, (404) 562-9026

Region V - Todd Nettesheim (312) 353-9153.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Electronic Availability - The

official record for this final rule, as well as the public

ver sion, has been established under docket nunber
A-98-48 (including coments and data submtted

el ectronically as described below). A public version of



this record, including printed, paper versions of electronic
coments, which does not include any information clainmed as
confidential business information, is available for

i nspection from8:00 a.m to 5:30 p.m, Mnday through
Friday, excluding |legal holidays. The official final

rul emaking record is |located at the address in ADDRESSES at
t he begi nning of this docunent.
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I. Background

On July 16, 1997, the President issued a nenorandum (62

FR 38421, July 18, 1997) to the Adm nistrator of the EPA
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whi ch indicates that within 90 days of pronul gation of the
new 8- hour standard, the EPA will publish an action
identifying ozone areas to which the 1-hour standard wll
cease to apply. The nenorandum states that for areas where
the air quality does not currently attain the 1-hour
standard, the 1-hour standard will continue in effect. The
provi sions of subpart 2 of title I of the Cean Air Act
(Act) would al so apply to currently desi gnated nonattai nnment
areas until such tine as each area has air quality neeting
t he 1-hour standard.

On July 18, 1997 (62 FR 38856), EPA pronul gated a
regul ation replacing the 1-hour ozone standard with an 8-
hour standard at a level of 0.08 parts per mllion (ppm.
The form of the 8-hour standard is based on the 3-year
average of the annual fourth-highest daily maxi num 8- hour
average ozone concentrations neasured at each nonitor within

an area. The new primary standard, which becane effective

on Septenber 16, 1997, will provide increased protection to
the public, especially children and other at-risk

popul ations. On July 18, 1997, EPA al so pronul gated

regul ations providing that revocation of the 1-hour ozone
national anbient air quality standard (NAAQS) woul d occur on
an area-by-area basis when EPA determ ned that an area was
nmeeting the 1-hour NAAQS. This was done in order to
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facilitate continuity in public health protection during the
transition to the new NAAQS.

Therefore, on January 16, 1998, in accordance with the
President’s nmenorandum and the regul ati ons pronul gated on
July 18, 1997, the Agency issued a direct final rule (63 FR
2726) which identified ozone areas to which the 1-hour
standard will cease to apply because they have not neasured
a current violation of the 1-hour standard. For all other
areas, the 1-hour standard will continue to apply. However,
due to the recei pt of adverse comments, the direct fina
action was wthdrawn on March 16, 1998 (63 FR 12652) and
converted to a proposed rule that had previously been
publ i shed on January 16, 1998 (63 FR 2804). The Agency
summari zed and addressed all relevant public comments in a

subsequent final rule, published and effective on June 5,

1998 (63 FR 31014) According to the final rule, the Agency
intended to publish, in early 1998, a subsequent docunent
which takes simlar action to revoke the 1-hour standard in
addi tional areas that have air quality that does not violate
the 1-hour standard and to take simlar action each year
t hereafter.

Again, on July 22, 1998, the EPA published a final rule
to approve the identification of six additional ozone areas
attaining the 1-hour standard and to which the 1-hour
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standard no | onger applies (63 FR 39432).

On Decenber 17, 1998, the EPA published a proposal to
approve the identification of ten additional ozone areas
attaining the 1-hour standard and to which the 1-hour
standard is no | onger applicable (63 FR 69598). Coments
were received on the proposal during the comrent period
endi ng on January 19, 1999.

I1. Summary of Today’s Action

The purpose of this docunent is to respond to coments
recei ved on the Decenber 17th proposed rule and finalize the
identification of the ten additional areas that EPA has
determ ned are not violating the 1-hour standard and,

therefore, with respect to which the 1-hour standard no

| onger applies. The newy identified areas are: Boston-
Law ence- Wrcester (E. MA), Massachusetts-New Hanpshire;
Menmphi s, Tennessee; Miskegon, M chigan; Portland, Maine;
Por t smout h- Dover - Rochest er, New Hanpshire; Providence (Al
RI), Rhode Island; Allegan County, M chigan; QOceana County,
M chi gan; Mason County, M chi gan; Door County, W sconsin.
I11. Public Comments and EPA Responses

The foll ow ng di scussion sumarizes and responds to the
coments received on the proposal published on Decenber 17,

1998 (63 FR 69598) .



Comment: The commenter raised concerns that upon
finalization of the revocation of the 1-hour standard, the
areas would no | onger be subject to any sanctions or FIP
cl ocks started pursuant to sections 110 or 179 of the O ean
Air Act (CAA) and 40 CFR 52.31 with respect to planning
requi renents under section 182. Furthernore, the comenter
states that finalization of such revocation actions for
Massachusetts, New Hanpshire, M ne, and Rhode |Island pose
gquestions as to the validity of the section 126 petitions
that have been filed by these States. Accordingly, the
comenter believes that the section 126 petitions should be

deni ed and supports today’'s final rule to revoke the 1-hour

standard in the listed States’ areas where the data
denonstrate the 1-hour standard has been attained.

Response: Today’'s final rule is sinply a determ nation
by EPA that the 1-hour standard no | onger applies in these
ten listed areas where attai nment of the 1-hour standard has
been denonstrated. Therefore, it does not address the issue
of whether section 126 petitions filed on behalf of the
above States should or should not be granted. Final
deci sions regarding the section 126 petitions, filed by
States affected by today’ s action, were pronul gated on April

30, 1999. The FIP and sanctions obligations under sections



110 and 179 of the CAA are triggered with respect to
“required submssions.” At the tine that EPA revokes the 1-
hour standard for an area, the area is no | onger designated
for that standard and the nonattai nnment pl anning

requi renents of section 182, which are exclusively |linked to
that standard are no |onger “required” for the area. Thus,
there is no longer a need for EPA to promulgate a FIP for
the area or to inpose sanctions for the purpose of
encouraging the State to submt a section 182 State

i npl enentation plan (SIP). The EPA previously has taken

this identical interpretation of the CAAin the

redesi gnation context. See e.qg., 62 FR 32204, 32206 (June
13, 1997).

Comment: Several commenters voiced opposition to the
determ nation that the 1-hour standard no | onger applies to
the ten areas since the areas did not follow the
redesi gnation process under section 107(d)(3)(E) of the CAA
particularly, the requirenents for permanent and enforceabl e
reductions in em ssions and nmai ntenance plans. |n addition,
the comenters believe that EPA's action is arbitrary,
capricious, an abuse of discretion, and contrary to required
procedures. They are fearful that inportant prograns such

as reasonably avail able control technol ogy and enhanced



i nspection and mai nt enance may be opposed in certain Ozone
Transport Region (OTR) States. Mreover, they are concerned
that conformty determ nations, as required under section
176, whereby hi ghway and other transportation prograns are
eval uated based on the area’s current and long-termair
quality goals would no | onger be perfornmed due to the |ack
of mai ntenance plans with definite budgets. They advocate

t hat areas shoul d prepare nai ntenance plans to ensure
continued inprovenent in air quality. The commenters al so

claimthat EPA violated the procedural requirenents of

section 307 of the CAA and the Adm ni strative Procedure Act.
In addition, the commenters assert that this rule is
contrary to EPA's proposed interiminplenentation policy on
the new or revised ozone and particulate matter national
anbient air quality standards (NAAQS), which was published
at the sane tine as the proposed revision to the ozone
NAAQS.

Response: The Agency has previously addressed these
concerns in earlier final actions on the determ nation that
the 1-hour standard no | onger applies (i.e., 63 FR 31014,
June 5, 1998 and 63 FR 39432, July 22, 1998). The EPA's
final ozone rule, which was promul gated after the proposed

interimpolicy, provided EPA's final position on the
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revocation of the 1-hour standard. Therefore, procedurally,
EPA is acting consistently with its rule establishing the
procedure for revoking the 1-hour standard. [In addition,
the comenters are incorrect regardi ng the substance of the
proposed interimpolicy. The comrenters contend that the
proposed interimpolicy identified a procedure whereby areas
woul d need to neet the requirenments of section 107(d)(3)(E)

as a prerequisite to a change in an area’s attainnent

status. In that policy, EPA provided that “designations
remain in effect after promul gation of the new NAAQS unti
new desi gnations are undertaken after pronul gation of the
new NAAQS.” 61 FR 65752, 65754 (Dec. 13, 1996). The EPA
al so discussed the ability of areas to seek redesignation
while the 1-hour standard (and rel ated desi gnations) renmain
in effect, but did not state that the redesignation criteria
of section 107(d)(3)(E) needed to be net for designations to
be renoved where the 1-hour standard is no |onger
appl i cabl e.

Comment: Several commenters voiced concerns that
today’s final rule would in effect result in reduction of
Federal funds to Massachusetts via the Congestion Mtigation

and Air Quality Inprovenent Program (CMAQ since the
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Massachusetts areas would no | onger be in nonattai nnent and
woul d not have a maintenance plan in place. They noted that
t he Federal H ghway Admi nistration’s InterimCVAQ Cui dance
does not provide for continued funding for areas where the
standard is revoked, and the Transportation Equity Act for
the 21st Century (TEA-21) does not provide for CMAQ fundi ng
for areas under the new 8-hour standard. The commenters

wi sh to explore ways to keep CMAQ fundi ng under the current

and proposed Federal regulations. They offered a suggestion
for remedying the situation which included allow ng the
State of Massachusetts to voluntarily submt a maintenance
pl an. They believe that such a mai ntenance plan would
ensure proper planning for nobile source em ssions during
the transition fromthe 1-hour standard to the 8-hour

st andar d.

Response: The purpose of today’s final rule is to
determ ne where areas have attained the 1-hour standard.
Today’s final rule does not address eligibility for funding
under CMAQ The EPA acknow edges that current
transportation policies, as well as the recent TEA-21
| egi slation, do not adequately address the issue of
conti nued fundi ng under CMAQ However, EPA does not believe

t he suggestion for voluntary submttal of maintenance pl ans
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woul d resolve the issue. The TEA-21 provides CMAQ noni es
only for nonattainment and mai ntenance areas. Mintenance
areas are defined as areas which have been redesignated from
nonattai nnment to attai nnent under 107(d) of the CAA

Havi ng made the determ nation that these Massachusetts areas
have air quality that attains the 1-hour standard and that

the 1-hour standard therefore no |longer applies to those

areas, EPA believes it no longer has the authority to make
any designations, either of attainnent or nonattai nnent,
with respect to that standard for those areas. Since
redesignation is necessary for a former nonattai nnent area
to becone an attai nnent area and subject to requirenents for
mai nt enance plans, the voluntary submttal of a maintenance
plan in the absence of a redesignation to attai nment would
not create a mai ntenance area under TEA-21. The Agency
under st ands the commenters’ concerns with respect to | oss of
CMAQ funding in these areas and we will be working with the
Federal H ghway Adm nistration to explore options for future
f undi ng.

Comment: One commenter supported the Agency’s
assessnent that Door County, Wsconsin, is attaining the 1-
hour ozone standard based on data for the period of 1996-

1998.
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Response: The Agency acknow edges receipt of this
| etter of support for today’'s final rule.

Comment: One commenter states that designations nust
be based on the status of the area with regard to al

applicabl e standards “for the pollutant.” The commenter

believes that an area is designated nonattainnent if either
of its multiple NAAQS for a particular pollutant is
vi ol at ed.

Response: EPA has historically designated areas based
on the existing health-based standard or standards for a
pollutant. Thus, for purposes of PM 10, EPA has typically
had one designation though there are two heal t h- based
standards — an annual and a 24-hour standard. For ozone,
there has historically been one health-based standard and
only one designation for the health-based ozone standard.
At the tinme that EPA pronul gated a revised heal t h- based
standard for ozone -- the new 8-hour standard -- EPA
determined to retain the 1-hour standard to facilitate the
transition to the revised standard; however, EPA did not
retain the 1-hour standard as a health-based standard. At
that time, EPA indicated that it would follow the initial

desi gnation process for designating areas for the 8-hour
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standard, 62 FR 38421, 38424-25 (July 18, 1997) and provi ded
the process for revoking the 1-hour standard and renovi ng
t he designations for that standard. 62 FR 38856, 38873

(July 18, 1997).

The approach EPA chose in 1997 is supported by the
| anguage of the CAA. Section 107(d) (1) of the CAA requires
EPA to designate areas “after pronul gation of a new or
revised national anmbient air quality standard for any
pollutant.” For newy promul gated or revised standards,
this provision contenpl ates new designations rather than
redesi gnations (see 107(d)(3)) or the continuation of an
exi sting designation (see 107(d)(4)). In addition, the
provisions in section 107 and el sewhere in the CAA refer to
designations for the “national anbient air quality standard
for any pollutant.” See e.qg., CAA section 107(d)(1)(A).
The phrase quoted by the comenters, “for the pollutant,”
nodi fies the clause requiring designations for NAAQS. Thus
it is appropriate for EPA to have designations for the
revi sed heal t h-based NAAQS separate fromthose for the 1-
hour NAAQS, which was retained to facilitate the transition

to the 8-hour standard but not as a standard necessary to
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protect the public health or the environnent.
IV. Final Rulemaking Action

The ozone tables codified in today’s final rule are
significantly different fromthe tables now included in 40

CFR part 81 for these ten areas. The current 40 CFR part 81

designation listings (revised Novenber 6, 1991; June 5,
1998; and July 22, 1998) include, by State and NAAQS
pollutant, a brief description of areas within the State and
their respective designations. Today's final rule includes
conpletely new entries for the ten ozone areas covered by
today’s rule.
V. Other Regulatory Requirements
A. Executive Order 12866: Regulatory Impact Analysis

Under Executive Order (E. O ) 12866 (58 FR 51735,
Cctober 4, 1993), the Agency nust determ ne whether the
regul atory action is “significant” and, therefore, subject
to Ofice of Managenent and Budget (OVB) review and the
requirenents of the EO The OVB has exenpted this
regul atory action fromE. O 12866 revi ew.
B. Regulatory Flexibility Act

Under the Regulatory Flexibility Act, 5 U S.C. 601 et
seq., EPA nust prepare a regulatory flexibility analysis

assessing the inpact of any proposed or final rule on snal
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entities (5 U S.C 603 and 604), unless EPA certifies that
the rule will not have a significant inpact on a substantial
nunber of small entities. Small entities include snal

busi nesses, small not-for-profit enterprises, and governnment

entities with jurisdiction over popul ations of |ess than
50,000. This final rule will not have a significant inpact
on a substantial nunber of small entities because the
determ nation that the 1-hour standard ceases to apply does
not subject any entities to any additional requirenents.
C. Unfunded Mandates

Under section 202 of the Unfunded Mandat es Reform Act
(UVRA) of 1995, EPA nust prepare a budgetary i npact
statenent to acconpany any proposed or final rule that
i ncludes a Federal mandate that may result in estinated
costs to State, local, or tribal governnents in the
aggregate; or to private sector, of $100 million or nore.
Under section 205, EPA nust select the nost cost-effective
and | east-burdensone alternative that achieves the
objectives of the rule and is consistent with statutory
requi renents. Section 203 requires EPA to establish a plan
for informng and advising any small governnents that nmay be
significantly or uniquely inpacted by the rule.

Today’s final rule will not include a Federal mandate
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that may result in estinmated costs of $100 million or nore
to either State, local, or tribal governnments in the

aggregate or to the private sector. This Federal action

I nposes no new requi renents. Accordingly, no additional
costs to State, local, or tribal governnents, or to the
private sector, result fromthis action
D. Executive Order 13045: Protection of Children from
Environmental Health Risks and Safety Risks

Executive Order 13045 entitled “Protection of Children
from Environnental Health Risks and Safety Risks” (62 FR
19885, April 23, 1997) applies to any rule that: (1) is
determ ned to be “economcally significant” as defined under
E. O 12866, and (2) concerns an environnental health or
safety risk that EPA has reason to believe may have a
di sproportionate effect on children. |If the regulatory
action neets both criteria, the Agency nust evaluate the
environmental health or safety effects of the planned rule
on children, and explain why the planned regulation is
preferable to other potentially effective and reasonably
feasible alternatives considered by the Agency.

The EPA interprets E. O 13045 as applying only to those
regul atory actions that are based on health or safety risks,

such that the analysis required under section 5-501 of the
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Order has the potential to influence the regulation. This

final rule is not subject to E. O 13045 because this is not

an economcally significant regulatory action as defined by
E.O 12866, and it inplenents a previously promul gated
health or safety-based Federal standard.
E. Executive Order 12875: Enhancing the Intergovernmental
Partnership

Under E. O 12875, EPA may not issue a regul ation that
is not required by statute, and that creates a nandate upon
a State, local or tribal governnent, unless the Federal
gover nnment provides the funds necessary to pay the direct
conpliance costs incurred by those governnents, or EPA
consults with those governnents. |f EPA conplies by
consulting, E.O 12875 requires EPAto provide to OVMB a
description of the extent of EPA's prior consultation with
representatives of the affected State, |ocal and tri bal
governnents; the nature of their concerns; copies of any
written comruni cations fromthe governnents; and a statenent
supporting the need to issue the regulation. |In addition,
E. O 12875 requires EPA to develop an effective process
permtting elected officials and other representatives of
State, local and tribal governnents “to provide neani ngfu

and tinely input in the devel opnent of regulatory proposals
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contai ning significant unfunded nmandates.”

Today’s final rule does not create a mandate on State,
| ocal or tribal governnents. The rule does not inpose any
enforceabl e duties on these entities. Accordingly, the
requi renents of section 1(a) of E. O 12875 do not apply to
this rule.

F. Executive Order 13084: Consultation and Coordination
with Indian Tribal Governments

Under E. O 13084, EPA may not issue a regul ation that
is not required by statute, that significantly or uniquely
affects the comunities of Indian tribal governnents, and
t hat i nposes substantial direct conpliance costs on those
communities, unless the Federal governnent provides the
funds necessary to pay the direct conpliance costs incurred
by the tribal governnents, or EPA consults wth those
governnments. |If EPA conplies by consulting, E. O 13084
requires EPAto provide to OVB, in a separately identified
section of the preanble to the rule, a description of the
extent of EPA's prior consultation wth representatives of
affected tribal governments, a summary of the nature of
their concerns, and a statenent supporting the need to issue
the regulation. In addition, E.O 13084 requires EPAto

devel op an effective process permtting elected officials
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and other representatives of Indian tribal governnents “to
provi de nmeani ngful and tinely input in the devel opnent of
regul atory policies on matters that significantly or

uni quely affect their communities.”

Today’s final rule does not significantly or uniquely
affect the communities of Indian tribal governments. The
identified areas are not |located in tribal |lands, and this
final rule does not involve or inpose any requirenents that
affect Indian tribes. Accordingly, the requirenents of
section 3(b) of EEO 13084 do not apply to this rule.

G. Paperwork Reduction Act

This final rule does not contain any information
col l ection requirements which requires OVB approval under
t he Paperwork Reduction Act (44 U . S.C. 3501 et seq.).

H. Executive Order 12898: Environmental Justice

Under E. O 12898 each Federal agency nmust nake
achieving environnmental justice part of its m ssion by
identifying and addressing, as appropriate,

di sproportionately high and adverse human health or
environmental effects of its progranms, policies, and
activities on mnorities and | owinconme popul ati ons.

Today’s final rule (identifying additional ozone areas where

the 1-hour standard is no | onger applicable) does not
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adversely affect mnorities and | owinconme popul ations
because the new, nore stringent 8-hour ozone standard is in
ef fect and provides increased protection to the public,
especially children and other at-risk popul ati ons.
I. National Technology Transfer and Advancement Act

Section 12 of the National Technol ogy Transfer and
Advancenment Act (NTTAA) of 1995 requires Federal agencies to
eval uate existing technical standards when devel opi ng new
regul ations. To conply with NTTAA, EPA nust consider and
use “voluntary consensus standards” (VCS) if avail able and
appl i cabl e when devel opi ng prograns and policies unless
doi ng so woul d be inconsistent with applicable | aw or
ot herw se inpractical

The EPA believes that VCS are inapplicable to this
proposed action. Today' s final rule does not require the
public to performactivities conducive to the use of VCS.
J. Submission to Congress and the General Accounting Office

Under 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A), as added by the Smal
Busi ness Regul atory Enforcenent Fairness Act of 1996, EPA

submtted a report containing this rule and other required

information to the U S. Senate, the U S. House of
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Representatives and the Conptroller Ceneral of the Ceneral
Accounting Ofice prior to publication of the rule in

today’s Federal Register. This rule is not a “mgjor rule

as defined by 5 U S.C. 804(2).

List of Subjects in 40 CFR Part 81
Envi ronnmental protection, Air pollution control,
Nat i onal parks, W/I derness areas.

| ssued in Washington, D.C. on May 12, 1999.

Carol M. Browner,
Adm ni strator .
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For the reasons set out in the preanble, title 40,
chapter | of the Code of Federal Regulations is anended as
fol |l ows:

PART 81-[AMENDED]
1. The authority citation for part 81 continues to read as
fol |l ows:
Authority: 42 U.S.C. 7401, et seq.
2. In 8 81.320, the table entitled “MAI NE- QZONE (1- HOUR
STANDARD’ is anended by revising the entry for “Portland
Area” and revising footnote 2 to read as foll ows:

8§ 81.320 Maine.

kS kS kS kS kS

MAI NE- OZONE (1- HOUR STANDARD)

Desi gnati on Classification
Desi gnat ed Area
Dat et Type Dat et Type
*x * * X X KX *
Portl and Area:
Cunberl and County..... [insert | ] hr.std. N A 2
publicat
ion 2
Sagadahoc County...... el e |1 hr.std. N A
date of
?ublicat
York County........... limdere | 1 hr.std.N A 2
* K K X K* K *x date of
publicat
ion]

This date is June 5, 1998, unless otherw se noted.
21 hour standard Not Applicable.
%1 hour standard Not Applicable.

* *x * *x %
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3. In 8 81.322, the table entitled “Massachusetts-Ozone (1-
HOUR STANDARD’ is amended by revising the entry for “Boston-
Law ence- Wrcester (E. Mass) Area” and adding footnote 2 to
read as foll ows:

8§ 81.322 Massachusetts.

kS kS kS kS kS

MASSACHUSETTS- QZONE ( 1- HOUR STANDARD)

Desi gnati on Classification

Desi gnat ed Area
Dat et Type Dat et Type

Bost on- Lawr ence- WOor cest er
(E. Mass) Area:
Barnstabl e County...... [insert 11 hr.std.N.A?
ate of
?ublicat
Bristol County......... ion] 1 hr.std.N A 2
bigges
publicat
ion]
Dukes County........... finsert | 1 hr.std. N A 2
date of
publicat
Essex County........... ion] 1 hr.std.N A 2
[insert
date of
publicat

M ddl esex County....... ion] 1 hr.std. N A2
fate of
publicat

Nant ucket County....... ion] 1 hr.std. N A 2
[insert
date of
publicat

Norfol k County......... ion] 1 hr.std. N A 2
fiato. of
publicat

Pl ymouth County........ ion] 1 hr.std.N A 2
fiato. of
publicat

Suffolk County......... ion] 1 hr.std.N.A?2
date of
publicat

Worcester County....... ion] 1 hr.std.N A ?

* K* Kk Kk K K X [insert
date of
publicat

ion]

This date is June 5, 1998, unl ess otherw se noted.
21 hour standard Not Applicable.

* *x * *x %
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4. In § 81.323, the table entitled “M CH GAN- OZONE ( 1- HOUR
STANDARD’ is anended by revising the entries for “All egan
County Area”, “Mason County Area”, “Miskegon Area”, and
“Qceana County Area” to read as foll ows:

§ 81.323 Michigan.

kS kS kS kS kS

M CHI GAN- OZONE ( 1- HOUR STANDARD)

Desi gnati on Classification
Desi gnat ed Area
Dat et Type Dat et Type
Al'l egan County Area:
Al l egan County........ Linsert | 1 hr.std. N A. 2
* X *VXx X X x date of

publicat
ion]

Mason County Area:
Mason County.......... Cinsert [ 1 hr.std. N A 2

* ok Kk K K Kk X date of

publicat
Muskegon Area: ion]
Muskegon County....... [insert 1 hr.std.N.A?
Oceana County Area: ate o
Cceana Coﬁnt VAR ?;tn)]hcat 1 hr.std.N A 2
* K K K* K K K g;:z‘t;
publicat

ion]

This date is June 5, 1998, unl ess otherw se noted.
21 hour standard Not Applicable.

* *x * * %

5. In 8 81.330, the table entitled “NEW HAMPSHI RE- OZONE( 1- HOUR
STANDARD’ is anended by revising the entry for *Boston-

Law ence- Wrcester Area” and “Portsnout h- Dover - Rochester Area”
to read as foll ows:

§ 81.330 New Hampshire.

* * * * kS

NEW HAMPSHI RE- OZONE ( 1- HOUR STANDARD)

Desi gnati on Classification

Desi gnat ed Area
Dat et Type Dat et Type
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* X X X X X X

Bost on- Lawr ence- WOor cest er
Ar ea:

Hi | | sborough County
(part) 1 hr.std.N A ?

Pel ham Town, Amher st
Town, Brookline Town, [insert
Hol I is Town, Hudson dﬁﬁigzt
Town, Litchfield Town, [fon
Merri mack Town,
M1l ford Town, Nbont
Ver non Town, Nashua
City, Wlton Town.
Rocki ngham County
(part)...... ... ... ...,
At ki nson Town,
Br ent wood Town,
Danville Town, Derry [insert
Town, E Kingston Town, date of |
Hanpst ead Town, Hanpton [ion
Fal | s Town, Kensi ngton
Town, Kingston Town,
Londonderry Town,
Newt on Town, Pl ai st ow
Town, Sal em Town,
Sandown Town, Seabr ook
Town, South Hanpton
Town, W ndham Town.
* X X X K X *
Por t snout h- Dover -
Rochester Area:
Rocki ngham County
(part)................. 1 hr.std. N A 2
Exeter Town, G eenl and g;:zeglg
Town, Hanpton Town, New |pwricat
Castl e Town, Newfields [ionl
Town, Newi ngton Town,
Newmar ket Town, North
Hanpt on Town,

Portsmputh Cit e
Town, StrathanyTO\llz\%.
Strafford County....... [insert 1 hr.std. N A 2

date of
* K* Kk Kk K K X publicat

ion]

1 hr.std. N A?

This date is June 5, 1998, unless otherw se noted.
21 hour standard Not Applicable.

* *x * *x %

6. In § 81.340, the table entitled “RHODE | SLAND- OZONE( 1- HOUR
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STANDARD’ is anended by revising the entry for “Providence
(all of RI) Area” and adding footnote 2 to read as foll ows:

8§ 81.340 Rhode Island.

kS * kS * kS

RHODE | SLAND- OZONE (1- HOUR STANDARD)

Desi gnati on Cl assification
Desi gnat ed Area
Dat et Type Dat et Type
Provi dence (all of RI)
Ar ea:

Bristol County....... pinsert |1 hr.std. N A ?
date of
publicat
i9n]

Kent County.......... [insert 11 hr.std.N. A ?
?ublicat

Newport County....... fidere |1 hr.ostd. N A2
date of
publicat

. ion]

Provi dence County. ... finsert | 1 hr.std. N. A 2

date of
i publicat

Washi ngton County. ... [ionl 1 hr.std.N A 2
[insert
date of
publicat
ion]

This date is June 5, 1998, unl ess otherw se noted.
21 hour standard Not Applicable.

* *x * *x %

7. In 8 81.343, the table entitled “Tennessee-Ozone (1-HOUR
STANDARD’ is anended by revising the entry for “Menphis Area”
to read as foll ows:

8§ 81.343 Tennessee.

kS kS kS kS kS

TENNESSEE- OZONE ( 1- HOUR STANDARD)

Desi gnati on Classification

Desi gnat ed Area
Dat et Type Dat et Type
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* X X X X X X

Menphi s Area: )
Shel by County........ [insert 11 hr.std.N A 2

publicat

ion]
* K* Kk Kk K K X

This date is June 5, 1998, unless otherw se noted.
21 hour standard Not Applicable.

* *x * * %

8. In 8§ 81.350, the table entitled “W SCONSI N- OZONE( 1- HOUR
STANDARD’ is anended by revising the entry for “Door County
Area” to read as follows:

8§ 81.350 Wisconsin.

* * kS * kS

W SCONSI N- OZONE ( 1- HOUR STANDARD)

Desi gnati on Classification
Desi gnat ed Area

Dat et Type Dat et Type

Door County Area:
Door County.......... linsert 7 hr,std. N A ?2

date of
* K* Kk Kk K K X
publ i cat

ion]

This date is June 5, 1998, unless otherw se noted.
21 hour standard Not Applicable.

kS kS kS kS kS
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